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I 
Discussions on £breign collaboration has occupied. an important 
place in "the studieson Indian eoo nomics. In the past analysis of foreign 
technical collaboration in IndL a by institutions or academic economists? an 
important aspeat of the issue has been excluded^ that is$ the role played by 
the Indian business houses in this respect. The aim of the present paper is 
to put forward an alternative approach by considering the place of each Indian 
business house in the sphere, of foreign technical, collaboration. The purpose 
here is to analyse the linkages, of the Indian bourgeoisie -with foreign economic 
power* The 'Linkage1 is essentially a qualitative concept andi is difficult to 
measure in precise terms. I t can5 however?be measured^ with limitations, by 
some economic indicators. One such economic- indicator 5 used in the present 
paper, ia> the number- of foreign technical ccllaborational entered! into by a 
business house. 
i • 
Several important pointsr however, have to be clarified in this 
context. First, only that paris ofT the xndian bourgeoisie, which comprises 
2 
the Indian business houses, is considered in the present study. The point 
of view, adopted! here, following K . Hazari,is that "The business group, 
not the individual joint stock company9 is the unit of economic power." ^  
Secondly,in considering IJadiaa "bourgeoise as an exclusive entity, only 
houses, wholly owned, controlled and managed, by the Indian business, families^ 
are included! in the present studyc Thirdly 0 we consider in this study, only 
collaboration in manufacturing industries,, Fourthly, we deal in the present 
paper, mainly with the quantitative aspect of import of foreign technology, 
3-ving detailed exposition of "the qualitative aspect for a separate study. 
The sources of information for the present paper are several official 
reports — published, and. unpublished. The industrial Licensing Policy Inquii 
Committee, appointed by the Government of India had undertaken several back-
ground studies in order to prepare their final report, ^ost parts of these 
backgrojund studies are not included, in the published/ main report. For the 
present paper one such background study on foreign collaboration has been 7 
usedi extensively. For the list of collaborations, we have used the list 
Q 
prepared by the Indian Investment Centre for the years 1957 to 1973 and for 
1974 to 1976, the list prepared/by the Ministry of Industrial Development, 
Government of India. The difference batween the two is that tho list 
preparedi by the Ministry of Industrial Development includes some countries as 
sources of technology, which hava not been consideredi by the Indian Inveatmen 
10 
Centre. The shares of these countries, however, are negligible. We have 
taken into account for the present Sotudy, those countriosB which, are common in 
both the lists. 
For the cataloguing of companies under the Indian business houses, ou] 
study depends on two liatepne prepared by the Industrial Licensing Policy 
11 
Inquiry Committee. (ILPIC) and another prepared by the Monopolies Research 
* 12 
Unit, Department of Company Affairs, Government of India (MRU). There-are 
differences between these two lists* The basis of selection of business 
houses by ILPIC has been the list evolved by the Monopolies Inquiry Commissioi 
in which 'the assets of all concerns belonging to a group together exceeded 14 
rupees 5 croras in 1964'. The criteria for the selection of business 
houses undertaken by ILPIC have been their own. The basis adopted by the 
MRU however, differs from this approach. I t 
wasb basedi on the Monopolies and 
Restrictive Irade Practices Act of 1969. Here the groups under which the 
interconnected undertakings have a total value of assets of not less than 15 
twenty crores of rupees have been considered. ShoJUuPIC has taken into 
account the companies -that existed in 1964. On the other hand, the list of the MRU includes the companies registered up to 1974. In effeat, some of 
the houses, considered "by ILPIC have not been included in the MRU list, and 
on the other hand, some of the houses, in the MRU list are absent in the ILPIC 
list. Moreover, the numbers of companies listed under the same house in the 
ILPIC and the MRTP lists are often different-
The present 
paper i s divided, into three sections. The first is based 
on the data oo Heated from the background study of the ILPIC. The second 
concerns the list of foreign collaborations prepared by the Indian Investment 
Centre and the Ministry of Industrial Development and the list of companies, 
under the respective Indian business houses && nentioned in the report of 
ILPIC. The third relates to the information presented in the Indian 
Investment Centre and Ministry of Industrial Development's lists, and the list 
of Companies registered under the Indian busiress houses "as prepared by the 
MRU. 
' .. I I 
The Industrial Licensing Policy Inquiry Committee. (ILPIC) was appointed 
in July 1967 as "an Expert Committee to inquire into the working of the 
industrial licensing system during the past ten years."^6 The Report of the 
Committee was submitted in July 1969* There wea?e three terms of references 
set out for the work of the Committee. A n the three terms of reference were 
concerned, in essence, with 'industrial House' and ibs 'Licensing System1. 
Although there w^s no special reference to foreign collaboration within the 
scope of the study, it was observed by the Committee that, "the approval of 
terms of foreign collaboration . . . had become almost an inherent part of the 
industrial licensing system. Therefore, data on (this aspeat-SD) had also to 
be collected. Our enquiry revealed that consolidated data on (this aspect-SD) 
were not readily available anywhere in Government. Regarding foreign 
collaboration, we were able to obtain from the Ministry of Finance (.DepartcBnt 
of Economic Affairs) a list for the period between 1956 and 1965* We were 
4 
informed that the list had been roughly prepared for the use of the Public 
Accounts Committee sometime in 1965 and was, not an exhaustive one. Wo, 
therefore, to the extent possible, supplemented these by culling out data 
17 
from the records of the Foreign -agreements Committee 
Incidentally, whatever data have been collected on the number of 
foreign collaborations in Indian business, houses, they have not been presentoc 
comprehensively, either in the Main Report or in the Appendices. For the 
preparation of the iviain Report the Committer had undertaken detailed backgroux 
studies. One of them is a preliminaay note on foreign collaboration, in vhidi 
a comprehensive analysis of foreign collaborations has been made. We will nov 
take reoourse to this note to present the house-wise data on foreign colla-
boration which will cover a substantial part (1956 to 1965) of the period of 
the present analysis. The basic source of information on "which the note is 
based, is a consolidated list obtained from the Department of Economic Affairs 
Ministry of Finance. There are several drawbacks to the information contained 
in this list. I t compris.es the collaborations which were approved any time 
between 1956 and 1965, and does not exclude the cases thich failed to materia-
lise after the issue of "the Government1 s approval letter. The data, therefore 
relate to collaboration agreemonts approved, rather than to those in force. 
But this list was, considered by the Committee as being more comprehensive in 
coverage than any other available source of information. So far as. the 
coverage of collaboration agreements is concerned, the Committee considered 
the number of cases in such a way that in cases where two collaborators for 
the same Company wore involved., either for. one or more than one product, and 
where the teffns of both collaborators or for both products were given 
separately, theso have been taken as separate cases in the analysis. The 
number of collaborations/approvals issued by the Government in each year 
between 1956 and 1965 was 2472. This figure includes approvals, giving 
•Ml* 
modification to and renewals of the agreements approved earlier. The numbers 
of cases of such renewals and modifications are 116 and 42 respectively, during 
the period under review. Collaboration agreements in which payments (such as 
royalty and technical fees) have been made separately, were, treated by the 
committee as separate cases of collaborations. The total number of collaboreu* 
tions durirg the period between 1956 and 1965 has been found to be 2524, 
including renewals and modifications. This figure was treated in the prelimi-
nary note as the total number of collaboration. Moreover, in the background 
study technical collaboration was not considered, separately from financial 
collaboration. Hence here the catalogue of collaborations comprises "both 
technical and financial collaborations. 
Our aim now will be to analyst the data presented in the background 
study, which will focus on the different aspects of foreign collaboration in 
the Indian business houses. We will consider from the study only those houses 
which, according to our definition, are categorised as Indian business houses. 
Ir ' 
First, note, will be taken of the share of -the Indian business houses 
i 
(as defined by the ILPIC) in the total collaborations approved during 1956-65, 
as shown in Table 1. The share ranges from 21.83 per .cont to 35.04 per cent, 
and the average share is 26.86 per cent. 
We, now turn our attention to the distribution of collaborations among 
different houses. The distribution of collaboration-approvals among the 
different Indian business houses in each year from 1956 to 1965, presented in 
TahiP 9 show® that all the Indian business houses have entered into colla-
borations with foreign Companies* An Analysis of the frequency distribution 
shows that distribution of collaboration agreements was highly uneven among 
the houses. From Tahin it is found that while at the bottom, a large 
number of houses have few. collaborations, at the top there are a few houses, 
with a large number of collaborations each. In the range of 1—19 collaborations, 
—o 6 * — 
there arc 41 houses among the total 49 Indian business, houses; in the range 
of 20-29 collaborations there are only 3 houses — Sarabhai and Shri 
in the range of 30-39 there are only 2 houses,— Soorajmull Nagarmull and 
Walchand, and in the range of 40-49, thero is only one houso Kirloskar. '. 
most important point is that, while there is no house in the range of 50-99 
there are two houses with collaborations above 100 i . e . Birla and Tata. T] 
feature of unevenness in the share of collaborations among the houses is 
presented in another way -in Tabio A T ^ e r e the top 10 ho uses, are ranked 
according to their share in the total number of collaborations in the Indiai 
business houses. I t seems that the collaboration—approvals of the Indian 
business houses during the period 1956 to 1965 have concentrated amongst a 
few housese. A question may be raised, at this juncture regarding the corres-
pondence between the size of the houses and the number of collaborations® 
The analysis of this aspeat is , however, not within the so pe of tho preset 
paper, and will be dealt with in a separate study. 
Our analysis SO far-has covered all collaboration approvals, inaLudi 
renewals. Renewal constitutes a category by itself and, therefore, may be 
presented separately. The approvals for renewals aggregate 116 out of the 
total "number of 2524 collaboration-approvals, among which the share of India] 
business houses is 24 out of a total number of 678 collaboration-approvals. 
The share of each Indian business house in the renewals of collaborations 
during 1956 to 1965 is shown in Tahio 5 . I t has been mentioned in tho back-
ground study that, 'the assimilation of the technology imported, is condition 
by the extent to which the basic knowhow is imparted by the collaborators, 
the degree of tho absorptive, capacity .of the Indian company and their keennos 
to bring local adaptation1. The regular renewal of collaboration agreements 
suggests that foreign collaborations has not assured local adaptation and 
assimilation of technology. In the category of companies under the Indian 
business houses, however, the renewals constitute only 3.54 per cent of the 
collaboration-approvals during 1956 to 1965. 
7 s 
Another important feature of foreign collaboration, revealed in the 
background study, is the prevalence of plural agreements. Plural agreement 
means that a particular company under a house producing different products of 
a specific industrial categories enters into foreign oo llaboration more than 
one vdHi one or more than one collaborator. I t can be seen from Table 6 
that companies under Indian business houses have entered into 328 plural 
agreements with foreign companies, which constitute 48.38 per cent of the 
total 678 collaborations undertaken by the Indian business houses. The plural 
agreement suggests, according to the background study, that 'the growth of 
collaboration has not resulted in the growth of new entrants commensurately. 
The growth has been the result more of diversification and exp ansion than 
new entry' • 
The next important feature that has been dealt with by the background 
study is multiple collaboration, that is , collaboration by different firms for 
similar technologies. The phenomoion of multiple collaboration may arise from 
the fact that a collaboration is being undertaken by a new Indian oompany in 
an existing product line, without taking into consideration similar knowhow 
already available in the country in the units set up earlier with foreign 
collaborations. Of course, if possession of a collaboration agreement is 
necessary for winning in a competitive game, or if a firm has access to what 
it beliaves to be genuinely superior knowhow, we can expect competitive (or 
rather oligopolistic) forces to lead to multiplicity of collaboration 
agreements. The background studies has notedx that, 'the crux of collaboration 
multiplicity lies in the repetitive import of the sane/siniEr knowhow1. The 
house-wise distribution of multiple collaboration, presented -in Table 7T 
amounts to 125, whioh is 18.44 per cent of the total number of (678) 
collaborations undertaken by the Indian business houses. 
I l l 
The lists off collaborations prepared bythe Indian Investment 
Centre ( n c ) and the Ministry of Industrial Development (MID) present the 
information in the following categories- ^l) names and addresses of India 
firms (2) names and addresses of the respective foreign collaborators (3) 
of manufacture for which collaboration has been approved, and (4) nature of 
collaboration (whether technical or financial and technical). (-^11 this 
information is available separately for every year). 
We, on our part, have classified the Indian firms, referred to in 
these lists, under the respective Indian business houses, as per the list 
houses and the companies under their control prepared by the ILPIC. In th 
context a limitation of the data has to be mentioned. The ILPIC document 
includes "the firms that existed in 1964. On the other hand, documents of 
IIC and the MID include the firms with collaborations up to 1976. HCnCe, t 
firms under the houses which have appeared after 1964 and entered, into 
collaboration will be left out of the purview of our study. The analysis • 
include the collaborations only of those firms under the Indian business 
houses which existed in the Indian industrial scene upto 1964c Another po 
to be cSrified. is that, whenever there is more than one collaborator and m 
than one product in a collaboration agreement of an Indian firm, we have co 
the cases separately. Following this procedure, we have ire-pared. Table 8. 
showing the share of Indian business houses in the total collaborations in 
each year from 1957 to 1976. The annual average number of collaborations 
stands at 234.7, whereas that of collaborations entered, into by Indian 
business houses is 37-15 per year. Two important features come out of the 
presented in the —Table 8* First,, the shara of the "Indian business houses, 
the total number of collaborations never eaoeded 25 per Cent. I t varied 
between 5 per cent in 1968 and 24.58 per cent in 196^. Second, the period 
of analysis, v i z . , 1957 - 1976, can be divided into two distinct phases ,, 
Between 1957 and 1967, the shore of Indian business housesb in the total 
collaborations on an average per year. was. 19.92 per cent, whereas between 
1968 and 1976 the average was 10.73 per cent. This show® that Indian 
business, houses have undertaken less foreign collaborations in the lata 
sixties and early seventies, than i n the earlier period. 
We now focus our attention on the distribution of collaboration 
agrements among different Indian busine ss houses. The distribution of 
collaboration approvals among tho different houses in each year from 1956 to 
1965 is presented in Tabin c^ wG hava considered 52 houses. The five 
houses, nancly, R#K. Dalmia, Jaipuria, R . K# Kanoria, Euthiah and 
Thiagaraj a present here have no t been enlisted i n the document of tte 
Background Study of the ILPIC. On the other hand, Aninchand Pyarelal and 
Kothari enlisted in the Background study have not been included in the Main 
Report of the ILPIC,. I t can be seen from Table 9 that in the casees of most 
of the houses, the number of collaboration agreements was greater in the 
decade of lata ffifties andearly sixties (1957 ta 1966) than in the decade of 
late sixties and early seventies (1967 to 1976). Only J . K . , Modi and G* V* 
Naidu have undertaken more collaborations in the later phase. 
The analysis of house-wise distribution of the collaborations reveals 
some important features. Firstly, im most of the houses the share, of the 
companies with foreign collaboration in the total number of companies under the 
respective house is insignificant (see iahle-lD). Only i n the cases of seven 
houses* namely, Bnjaj, Kirloskar, Mahindra, M«rugappa Chettiar, Nowrosgea 
Wadia, Seshaaayee and Tata, the shares, were more than 30 per cent. 0 n tho 
otteer hand, in the cases of eleven houses, R . K . Agarwal, Bangur, Goenka, 
Cr. D . Jatia, Kanoria, Kanoria, D..C. Kothari, M^ngaldas Jeysinghbai, 
Mangaldas Parekh, Soorajmull Nagarmull, J . P . Srivastava* tiie shares were les& 
than 10 per cent. However, tho absolute number of collaborations entered into 
by a business house does not convey the real picture of its degree, of 
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dependence on. foreign collaboration. I t nay be tat the flans with-foa?ei* 
collaboration, in spite of being snail in number, night constitute the na; 
finis in the respective houses. In order to examine this question, an at-
was nade to identify the 'major fiim1 i n teams of the 'value of assets'. 
Table 11 shows the value of assets, of the f i m s "under theb :respective house 
on 1964, collected fron the ILPIC Report. Only for 39 houses we:re. the cor 
data available. Among them, for 21 houses, the share of assets, of f i m s \ 
foreign collaboration to tie total assets of the house_is less than 50 pe: 
On the other hand, for 8 houses, Kamani, -Khatau^ Kirloskar, Murugappa Che 
V . R . Naidu, Nowiosjee Wadia, S.arabhai, Shri Ran, the shaa?es we:re no re tfcu 
per cent. (She :rest fell in the aiange 50-80 per cent). 
Second, the distantbution of collaboration agreenents anong the hoi 
has been uneven. Fron Tahio 1? , it can bo seen that out of 52 houses, I 
houses have had no collaboration. Among the rest, the larger number of he 
have only a few collaboration agreements, but a few, houses have a large ni 
of collaborations. This feature of unevenness in the share of co llabo icati 
agarcements anong the houses can be presented in another way. The top 10 1 
are ranked according to their share in the total nunber of collaborations 
Indiai houses, in Tahin The top the houses secured 462 collaboration 
agareements, which is 62.19 per~ccnt of the total collaboactions in tho Inc 
business houses. 
We have also tried to compute the country-wise and product-wise 
distribution of collaborations. Faon the analysis of these data, two sets 
rresults are obtained. 
Fron an analysis of the nationality of the foreign collaborators, 
shown -in Tahin 14, it is found that there are 19 countarf.es, to which the i 
collaborators with the Indian business houses belong. In the calculation 
counta?y-wise collaboration agreements, the method adopted was that, in the 
of an Indian firm -which hadontered into a collaboration agreement for one 
or more than one product withi more than ono foreign firms, the number of 
collaborating countries has been taken to be no re than one. The leading 
countries in this regard are (.constituting 25.44 per cent of the total 
collaboration with the Indian business housoa), U.S.A, (23.42 per cent), 
Federal Republic of Germany (16.02 per oent), Japan (9.56 per cent), 
Switzerland (7.81 per cent), France (5.65 per cent) and Italy (3.36 per cent). 
These seven countries together share 91.26 per cent of "the total collaborations. 
A noteworthy feature in this context is that nost of the housea do 
not have collaborators belonging to one particular country. In that sense, 
collaboration agreements have been distributed among the various countries. 
For example, Birla has had collaborations with foreign firms fiom 14 countries, 
Tata, Walohand and Thapar have had collaboration with 11 countries, Bajaj and 
Kirloskar with 9 countries each, J .K . and.Anin with 8 countries, S>hri Ram and 
Soshaaayoa with 7 countries and Khatau with 6 countries. However, there are 
a few. examples of concentration of collaboration agreements with particular 
countrieat For example, tha Birlas have 38 collaborati 01m agreements with finis 
from the U.S.A., the Thapars have 20 collaborations with British firms. 
Soorajmull Nagarmull haa undertaken 13 agreements with firms from the U .K . f 
Kirloskar has entered into 13 collaboration agreements with American firms, 
Mahindra haa 12 m th American J.firms, Khatau haa 12 with firms from the Federal 
Republic of Germany, G .V . ^aidu has 11 collaborations with S-wisa firms and 
Nowrosjee Wadia haa 11 collaborations with firma from the U.K. (This classi-
fication m sy not be accurate in all reap eats, because we do not know whethen-
or not the foreign firms collaborating with. Indian firms are themselves 
affiliated to a conglomerate domiciled in another country). 
The distribution of the collaboratl on agreements undertaken by the 
Indian husinesa housea under different products aa classified by the 
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Directorate General of Technical Development, Government of India, in 
presented. in Tahin "J^ - I t can be seen that thore are altogether 27 products, 
12 
in Yiiich. collaboration agreements have been made, and the percentage sh 
of products such as electrical equipments, chemicals (other than Fertilii 
industrial machinery, metallurgical industries, machine tools, and trans] 
have been 16.71, 15.43, 16.00, 10.28, 7 .00 and 6.43 respectively, in the 
number of aaLlaborati on agreements entered, into by "the Indian business hoi 
Of -the total 47 houses that have entered into collaboration agreements, 1 
houses have collaborations in 5 or more categories of industries. Anong 
tbe Birlas have collaboration in 21 industrial groups, the Tatas in 19 
industrial groups, Mahindra, Shri Ram and Thapar have collaborations in 1 
industrial groups each. On the other hand, the houses that have concenti 
their collaboration efforts mainly in one group of industry are, Kilachax 
Tulsidas (6 out of i ts total 9 collaboration agreements are in G-horaicals) 
(7 out of its total 8 collaborations in Eloctirical Equipment), G . V . ^aid 
(5 out of its 10 collaborations in Industrial Machinery), Nowrosjoe Wadia 
out of its total/collaborations in Chemicals*^, Ruia ^5 out of its total 
collaborations in Chemicals J and Sarabhai (1 J out of its total 16 collabn 
in Chemicals). The houses in general however, have, distributed their 
'collaborations agreements among a wide range of industries-' This partly 
the diversification strategy of Indian business houses. 
IV 
Tha Monopolies Research Unit (MRU) of the Department of Company A; 
has prepared! a fact sheet of companies under the respective business house 
has been mentioned in the document that "every undertaking to which Part ^ 
Chapter I I I of the Monopolies and Respective Trade Practices Act, 1969 apj 
is naquired to register itself with the Central Government under Section ; 
of the Act. According to Section 20, Clause (a) of the Act, the said Pari 
applicable to 
an undertaking if' the total value of 
i) its own assets, or 
i i ) its own assets together with the assets of its 
interconnected undertakings 
13 
i a not lesa than twenty crores of rupees"1^ 
the companies registered under this clause as on 31st December ' 
1976 are listed in the fact she&t. From the list we have considered 47 
houses, according to our criteria. Out of them 34 have also been enlisted 
previously by the Industrial Licensing Policy Inquiry Committee and 13 have 
appeared as new entries, in the MRU list. On the other hand, 17 housea that 
w^ have considered in the analysis of the ILPIC documents are not present 
here. Moreover, for the housea common to both the lists, the number of 
companies under the respective houses are always larger in the ILPIC list 
than in the MRU list, except in the cases of Bajaj, Khatau and Murugappa 
Chettiar, whereas in the cases of Kothari and S#P# Jain, the number of firms 
is the same in both the lists. "The introduction of the concopt of inter-
connection. between undertakings as laid dovza in Clause 2^ a) of the MRTP Act 
has led to the addition (and alteration^ of a few undertakings to the groups 
already identified by ILPIC, and has brought about tho now groups which 
aore not studied by the ILPIC earlier within the ambit of Clause (a) of 
20 
Section 20." A n the qualifications mentioned in tho preceding section with 
regard to the lists of collaborations prepared by the Indian Investment 
Centre and the Ministry of Industrial Development, are also applicable to the 
data in the present section. 
Aithou^i the data, are not strictly comparable, the steps of 
analysis and the essence of the results are more or less the same as those 
of the previous sections. The main purposo of the present section is to 
test the resultes that have been presented in the earlier section, with a 
separate set of list of f ims under Indian business houses. 
From 1957 to 1976, the total number of collaborations entered into 
by the Indian business houses, as enlisted in the documents, was> 468, whidi 
gives an annual average of 23 .4 . The share, of Indian business housea in the 
total number of collaborations was always below 19 per cent, varying between 
14 :-
4.17 per cent (in 1968) and 18c.57 per cent (in 1958) (see Table 16.) Two 
distinct phases can be located as before, as from 1957 to 1967 average sha 
of Indian business houses, in the total collaboration agreements was 12.33 
per cent, and that between 1968 to 1976 was 7,96 per cent. The trend has 
been similar to that thrown up by the XLPIC data, discussed in the previou; 
section. The distribution of collaboration agreements among the different 
houses in each year from 1957 to 1976, as presented in Table 17f also 
reveals the same trend as followed by the Indian business houses as a whol< 
From the analysis of the house-wise distribution of collaborations, 
as shown in Table 18f it is found that in the majority of the housea, the 
shares of the companies with foreign collaboration in the total number of 
companies under the respective houses are negligible. Only in the cases of 
14 houses, the share was, more than 30 per cent (The number is , however, 
larger in comparison to the houses enlisted by the ILPIC). In Table 19 are 
depicted the shares of assets of firms .with foreign 00 llabo rations to the 
total assets of the controlling houses as on 1974. I t is found that, among 
the 38 houses for vhich complete data are available, in the cases of 28 hou 
the value of assets of firms with foreign collaborations was more than 50 
per cent of the total assets of "the respective houses. 
The frequency distribution of the collaboration agreements among th< 
houses, presented in Table 20. highlights the feature of uneven distributioi 
of collaboration agreements^ Out of 47 houses, 8 houses have not entered ii 
any collaboration agreements,, Among the rest, most of the houses have 
clustered around the lower ranges, of the distribution, ard in the upper rang 
there are very few houses. Analysis of the share of the top 10 houses, rank 
according to the number of ailaborations, shovel in Tabln ?1, exhibits the 
same feature. The first ten houses have secured! 58.98 per cent of the total 
collaboration agreements undertaken by the Indian business houses. 
* 
•Ml* 
She country-wise analysis of the collaboration agreenents entered into 
by the Indian business houses, as presented, in Table 22f expresses the sane 
features, as have been fornulated from the analysis of the houses enlisted by 
the ILPIC. The sane seven countries as sources of foreign technology control 
the nag or share ( i . e . 91.30 per cent) of the total nunber of collaboration 
though their rank has changed. The U.S.A. (27 . 27 per cent) has surpassed the 
U.K. (23.76 per cent) followed, by the Federal Republic of Gernany (15.08 per 
cent) which has retained its third position, and Switzerland (9.71 per cent) 
has surpassed Japan (7.64 per cent). The position of France (3.92 per cent^ 
and Italy (3.92 per cent) 
has renained unaltered. This table also substantiates 
that in the cases of nost of the houses* the collaboration agreements have been 
diffused among several countries, though this diffusion is not so wide-spread 
ass in the cases of the I LPT. C -enlisted houses. However, there are also feome 
cases of concentration of agreements to one country, for exanple, Goenka has 
5 out of its total 8 agreements with firms from the U.S .A; Khatau has 13 out of 
its total 18 agreements with firms from the Federal Republic of Germany; S . P , 
Jain has 5 outtof itstotal 6 agreements with Japanese firms; Murugappa Chettiar 
has. 5 out of its total 8 agreements with firms from the U.S.A; aal Kiiachand 
Tulsidas has 6 out of i t s total 9 agreements with firms from the U.S.A. (The 
same type of qualification a s to the ultimate locue of control of the foreign 
froms aswas mentioned in the proceeding section also applies, in this case). 
The product-wise analysis of the collaboration agreementst presented 
in Tab! e 2 % shows that 
among the 28 categories of product in which collaboration 
agreements have been made, a few categories of industries have controlled major 
shares, namely, electrical equipment (16.23 per cent), industrial machinery 
(14 
.04 per cent), chemicals other than fertiliser, (13.60 per cent), nachiiB 
tools (9.21 per cent) and metallurgical industries (8.33 per cent). Some of the 
houses have distributed their collaboration ventures among different categories 
of industries. For example, Rirla and Tata have qd 11 aboration agreements in 
13 groups of industries, Mahindra and Thapar. have undertaken collaborations in 
9 categories of industries, J . K . , Kasturbhai Laibhai, Khatau and Shri Ran 
have, entered into collaborations in 8 groups of industries, Kirloskar and 
Walchand have collaborations in 7 types of industries* On the other hand, 
sone of the houses, have concentrated "their co llaboration ventures in one or 
two categories, for example Kilchand and Nowrosjee Wadia have concentrated, or 
chemicals, Gr.V. Naidu and Prataplal Bhogival on machine toola, T.V.S.. Iyengai 
on transportation and V . Ramkrishna on transportation. 
V 
The aim of the present paper has been to analyse the linkages of the 
business houses owned, controlled and managed by ths Indian business families 
with foreign firms. On the basis of one of tiie indicators of such linkages, 
that is , the number of technical collaborations, the following conclusions 
have been arrived at : 
1. The share of Indian businesa housea in the total number of 
collaborations in any year between 1957 and 1976 has not 
exceeded 30 per cent. 
2* The number of collaborations entired into by the Indian business 
houses was fewer: in the lata sixties and early seventies than in 
..i 
the late fifties and early sixties. 
3. The distribution of collaboration agreements lias been uneven among 
the Indian businesa houses.. A few housea accounted for a large share 
of the total collaborations whereas a larger number of houses 
accounted for a relatively smaller share. 
4 . Amongst the constituent firms of the respective business houses, the 
firms with foreign collaborations have never occupied a major share, 
although the value of assets of the latter in the total assets of ike 
houses, have, in a number of caaes, occupied a significant share. 
5 . Seven foreign countries accounted for around 90 per cent of the 
total collaborations with Indian business houaea. amongst these, 
the United Kingdom and the United SLtates of America have been the 
leading countries followed, by the Federal Republic of Germany, Japan, 
Switzerland, France and Italy. 
•Ml* 
6. In the cases of nost of the houses, the collo bo rations have been 
distributed, amongst various countries. There have, however, been 
exceptions where in the cases of some houses, foreign collaborations 
have been entered into with only one or two countries. 
7 . Foreign technical collaborations of the Indian business housea have 
tended to concentrate on a few specific groups of industries namely, 
cicatrical equipment, chemicals, industrial madiinery, machine tools, 
metallurgical industries and transportation. 
8 . The collaboration agreements i n Indian business houses, with.few 
exceptions, have been diffused among different categories of 
industries. 
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(iv) where one undertaking is owned by a body corporate and the 
other is owned by a firm, if one or more partners of the firm -
(a) hold, directly or indirectly, not less than fifty 
per cent of the shares,, whether preference or equity, 
of the body corporate, or, 
(b) exercise control, directly or indirectly, whether as 
director or otherwise, over the body corporate. 
(w) if one is ovned by a body oorporate and the other is owned by 
a f i m having bodies corporate as its partners, if such bodies 
corporate are under-the sane nana^dnent. , 
• . ( t y 
(vi) if the Undertakings are owned or controlled by the sane person or 
cV'/1 
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Tho Monopolies and Restrictive Trade Practices ^ct, 1969, op cit, 
PP 2-3. 
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TABIE 1 TOTAL NUMBER OF COLLABORATIONS IN INDIAN BUSINESS 
HOUSES iLND ITS IERCENTaGE TO TOTAL COLLABORATIONS 
APPROVED (YEAR-WISE ) 
Year Total Number of 
Collaborations in 
Indian business 
housea 
Total Number of 
Collaborations 
Approved. 
( ! ) (2) (3) (4) 
1956 31 - - 97 31.95 
1957 23 80 28.75 
1958 41 117 35.04 
1959 71 215 33.02 
1960 90 352 25.57 
1961 118 414 28.50 
1962 96 4 M 23.94 
1963 76 313 24.28 
1964 82 306 26.80 
1965 50 229 21 .83 
Total 678 2524 26.86 
Source : Government of India, Ministry of Industrial Development, 
Internal Trade and Company Affairs, Department of Industrial 
Development, Industrial Licensing Policy Inquiry Committee, 
A Preliminary Note on Foreign Collaborations. 1969 
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(1) (2) (3) 
Less than 5 19 
5 - 9 14 
10 - 19 8 
10 - 29 3 Bajgfl , Snrabhai, Shri ram 
30 - 39 2 Soorajmull Uagarmull, 
WalchancL 
40 - 49 1 Kirloskar 
50 - 99 -
100 and above; 2 Birla, Tata 
49 
NacBs. of the 
Houses 
( ) 
 
    
3 j^j , ,  ni 
3 9  , 
di
40 - 49 1 Kirloskar 
5 0 - 9 9 
 
Source s Same aa> Table 1 
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TAB IE 4 TOP TEN HOUSES IN RESPECT OF COLLABORATION APPROVAL 1956-1965 
Rank Names of the 
HousEea-
Number of 
Collaboration 
Agreements in 
the House 
(3) as % of t 
number of col 
agreements en 
by the Indian 
Houses 
( 1 ) . (2) (3) (4) 
1 Birla 143 21.09 
2 Tata 101 14.90 
3 Kirloskar 49 7 .23 
4 Walchard 34 5.01 
5 Soorajmull Nagarmull 30 4.42 
6 Shri ram 22 3.24 
7 Sarabhai 21 3.10 
8 Bajaj 20 2.95 
9 Thapar 19 2.80 
10 Kasturbhai Lalbhai 18 2.65 
11 Other Houses 221 32.61 
Total 678 100.00 
Source : Same as Table 1. 
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i HOUSE-WISE DISTRIBUTION OF RENEWALS OF 
FOREIGN COLIABOBATJLON APPROVAL, 
Houae_ Numbey pf renewals 
(1) (2) 
1. Amin 1 
2 . Birla 6 
3. Chinai 1 
4 . Kamani 1 
5 . Kirloskar 3 
6 . S arabhai 1 
7 . Soorajmull Nagarmull 1 
8 . Tata 5 
9 . Thackersey 1 
10. Thapar 1 
11. Walchand 3 
24 
SLource : Same as Table 1 
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TAB IE 6 HOUSE -WISE DISTRIBUTION OF PLUBAL FOREIGN COLLABORATION AGREE 
H g W ^ Number of Undertakings gf . 
(1) (2) ( 
1. Amin 1 
2 . Birla 11 7 
3. China! 1 t 
4. Kamani 1 t 
5 . Kaaturbhai * 2 K 
6 . Khatau 1 ( 
7 . Kirloskar 6 4$ 
8 . Mahindra 1 £ 
9. Ramakrishna, V . 1 8 
1.0. S-ahu Jain 1 . 7 
11. S arabhai 2 14 
12* S eshasayee 1 5 
13. Soorajmull Nagamull 2 • 26 
14. Tata 6 65 
328 
Note : Plural agreement means that a particular company undei 
a house producing different products, of a specific 
industrial category entera into foreign collaboration 
mora thanonoe with one or mora than one collaborator. 
Source : Sane as Table 1. 


iv&Ji YEARVfiSa DISTRIBUTION OF COLLABORATION AGREEMENTS IN EACH 7 NUT AN 
BUSINESS HOUSE . ENLISTED BY ILPIC. 1957-1976, 
Houses. 1957 1 958 1 959 1 960 1 961 1962 1 963 1964 1965 1966 1967 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) 
-• Agarwal, R»K« 1 
• Amin 2 2 3 2 3 
. B.N. Elias 
. Bajaj 1 3 4 3 2 2 1 1 2 
. Bangur 2 2 2 1 1 
. Birla 7 14 13 8 13 23 14 13 6 
• China! 1 1 
!. Dalmia, J . 1 1 1 
. Dalnia, RJC. -
• Goenka 1 2 2 1 1 1 1 
• Indra S ingh 1 1 
• J« K. 
/ 
2 1 1 2 1 1 1 
• Jaipuria' 
• Jatia, G.D. 
• Kanani 2 1 2 1 1 2 
• Kanoria, B. 2 1 1 
• Kanoria, R.K. 
• Kasturbhai Lalbhai 2 1 1 2 1 
» Khatau 1 1 1 2 3 3 
Kilachand Tulsidas 2 1 2 1 
Kirloskar 1 6 4 4 3 3 
Kothari, D.C. 1 1 1 
1 
Mafatlal 1 1 1 4 1 
Mahindra & Mahindra 2 5 1 1 2 1 2 4 3 1 
Mangaldas Jeysinghbhai 
1 
MangaldasL Parekh 
1 
Modi 
2 
ifiurugappa Chefcbiar 
5 1 
Cm 
Contd... Next page 
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Table 9 Contd. 
Houses 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 197-
(13) (14) (15) (16) (17) (18) (19) (20) (21 
1. Agarwal, R.K. 
. 2. Anin 1 1 1 2 
3. B.N. Elias 
4 . Bajaj 2 4 1 
5 . Bangur 1 
6. Birla 5 3 4 6 5 
1 8 
7 . Chinai 
8. Dalaia, J . 1 .1 1 
9 . Daloia, R.K. 
10. Goenka 1 1 1 1 { 
11. Indra Singh. 1 
12. J . K . 1 3 2 5 1 
13. Jaipuria 
14. Jatia, G . D . 1 
15. Kanani 1 1 
16. Kanoria, B. 
17. Kanoria, R.K 1 
18. Kasturbhai Lalbhai 2 1 1 
19. Khatau 1 1 1 2 
20. Kilachand Tulsidasc 
21. Kirloskar 3 1 1 2 4 2 
22. Kothari, D.C. 2 
23. Mafatlal 2 1 
24. Mahindra & Mahindra 3 1 1 1 1 
25. Magaldas Jeysinghbhai 
26. Magaldasb Parekh 
27. Modi 2 1 1 2 
28. Murugappa Chettiar 1 1 
Contd.. 
Table 9 Contd. 
Houaes 1957 1 958 1 959 1 960 1 961 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966 1967 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) 
Muthiah 
Naidu, G.V. 1 1 2 1 1 
Naidu, V.R. 1 2 1 1 
Nowrosjea Wadia 2 1 
S 
2 1 1 
Podar 1 1 1 
Ruia 1 1 2 1 
Sahu Jain 1 2 1 
Sarabhai 3 4 2 2 1 
Scindia Stean Navigation 1 1 
Saahasayee 1 2 2 2 5 1 1 1 3 
ihapoorji Pallonji 2 1 2 
Shriran 1 3 5 1 1 1 1 
Shriyan Prasad Jain 2 1 2 
Joorajmull Nagarnull 1 5 9 2 1 5 3 1 2 
Irivaatava, J .P . 1 
?.VJ3. Iyenger 1 2 1 1 - • 1 
'alukder Law 1 1 » 
ata 4 3 5 7 7 10 5 6 7 2 4 -
backersey 2 1 2 1 1 • 
tiapar 1 1 Z 4 3 3 3 3 1 1 
liagaraja 
• Ramakrishna 
3 2 2 2 1 
Lssanji 1 
ilchand 1 2 2 1 3 2 3 8 
tal 9 10 44, 67 81 54 45 76 59 37 41 
Contd.. 
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Table 9 contd. 
Houses 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 
(1) (13) (14) (15) (16) (17) (18) (19) (20) (21) 
29. Muthiah 
30, Naidu, G.V. 1 4 3 1 " 
31. Naidu, V #R» 1 
32. Nowrosjee Wadia 1 1 
' ' ' 1 & 
33. Podar 
34. Ruia 1 1 
35. Sahu Jain 1 
36. Sarabhai 2 1 
37 • Scindia S tean Navi-... . 
g^tion 
.... 
1 1 
38. Seshasayee 1 2 
39. Shapoorji Pallonji 1 2 1 
40. Shriran 1 1 1 2 
41. Shriyan Prasad Jain 1 
42. Soorajnull Nagarciull 1 1 
43. Srivasbtavg, J . P . 
44. T.V.S. lyenger 1 1 
45. Talukder Law 2 
46. Tata 2 3 6 2 2 3 4 
47. Thackersey 1 1 
48. Tliapar 1 i 1 1 1 1 1 7 
49. Thiagaraja 
50. V . Ramakrishna 2 1 
51. Vissanji 
52. Walchand 1 1 3 
— — . 1 
Total 6 14 32 31 23 16 32 29 37 ; 
Source : sane as Table 8. 
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B \Q DISTRIBUTION OF TOUL NUM£ER OF C0LIABORATION AGREEMENTS 
^MPANDSS UNDER INDIAN BUSINESS HOUSES. ENUS1ED By Tjfjn 
Iffl-iWS* 
TotaJL Total 
Number of Numbcm of % of Total 
House Companies* Companies? (3) to (2) Number of 
onliated with foreign Collaborations 
under the house Collaborations 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
Agarwal, R. K. 40 1 2.50 1 
«iain 13 3 23.08 17 
3.N. Bliaa, 5 Nil - _ 
3ajaj 24 9 57.50 26 
iaugur 93 7 7.52 9 
(irla 276 49 17.75 148 
hinai 18 2 11.11 2 
alcia, J . 18 4 22.22 6 
aloia , R.K. 11 Nil — 
oenka 69 6 8.69 14 
adra Singh 12 2 16.67 3 
•K. 51 10 19.61 24 
Spuria 18 Nil -
itia, GJD. 15 1 6.67 1 
iniani 27 7 25.93. 11 
•noria, B^ 13 1 7 .69 4 
noria 9 R. K . 20 1 5.00 2 
aturbhai Lalbhai 36 6 16.67 11 
atau 50 8 1,6.00 18 
lacband Tulsidaa 24 3 12.50 9 
rloslcar 22 9 40.91 37 
khari, D.C. 20 2 10.00 5 
?atlal 34 6 17.65 12 
Lindra & Mahindra 19 13 68.42 30 
Lgaldaa J eyaan^ibhai 15 1 6.67 1 
CLontd . . . . . . . Next Page 
• 
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Table 10 Contd. - -V -
 1 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
26. Mangaldaa Parekh 18 1 5.56 1 
27. Modi 12 3 25.00 11 
28. Murugappa Ghettiar 10 5 50.00 8 
29. Muthiah 11 Nil 
30. .Naidu, G- .V. 17 4 23.53 15 
31. Naidu, V.R. 11 2 18.18 6 
32. Nowrosjee Wadia 14 5 35.71 12 
33. Podar 20 2 1,0.00 3 
34. Ruia 24 3 12.50 7 
35. S.ahu Jain 29 3 10.34 5 
36. Sarabhai 29 7 24.14 15 
37. Scindia Steam Navigation 8 1 12.50 4 
38. Seshaaayea 13 6 46.15 21 
39. Shapoorji Pallonji 29 6 20.69 - - 9 
40. Shriran 54 7 12.96 - 18 
41. Shriyan Prasad-. J a in 14 4 28.57 6 
42. Soorajnull Nagannull 110 9 8.18 31 
43. Srivastava, J . P . 16 1 6.25 - -1 • 
44. T.V.S. lyenger 2^ 4 13.64 8 
45. Taluk da r Law- 13 1 7 .69 ' • 3 
46. Tata 84 29 34.52 82 
47. Thackeraey 29 6 20.69 9 
48. Thapar' 63 13 20.63 35 
49. Thiagaraja 34 Nil " - — 
50. V. Ranakriahna 11 1 9.09 13 
51. Vissanji 10 1 10.00 1 
52. Walchand 29 6 20.69 28 
Source i Same aa Table 8. 
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T^BIE 11 SHAKE OF THE ASSETS OF THE COMPANIES WITH FOREIGN 
COLLABORATIONS IN THE TOTAL ASSETS OF THE 
HOUSES. ENHS3ED BY ILPIC. 1964. 
House 
Total Assata of 
the House in 
(Rupees in Cpo?' : 
-res) 
Assets of Companies 
with foreign 
.Collaborations 
(Rupeea in Crores) 
1o of 
(3) to (2) 
(1) (2) (3) ' (4) 
1. Agarwal, R .K . 7.01 1.11. 15.83 
2. Anin 14.96 10.37 69.32 
3. Bajaj 35.28 20.03 57.54 
4. Bangur 104.31 11.69 11.21 
5 . 'Birla 457.84 216.85 47.36 
6. Chinai 18.35 
C\J . 2.29 
7 . Dalmia, J . 26.71 ' 7 .40 26.36 
4 
8. Goenka 65.34 ' 13.86 2 1 M 
9. IndraSingh 10.55 
• 
N.A. -
10. JJC. 66.84 16.60 20.27 
11. Jatia, G .D . N.A. 1.3 * 
12. Kamani 18.04 16.06 89.02 
13. Kanoaa, B . N.A. N.A. — 
14. Kanoria , R.K. 12.56 N.A. -
15. Kaaturvhai LalbhajL 51.19 26.00 50.79 
16. Khatau 40.09 35.76 89.20 
17. Kilchand Tulaidaa 37.22 25.65 68.91 
18. Kirloskar 43.02 38.20 82.80 
19. Kothari, D .C . N.A. N^i. — 
20. Mafatlal 92.70 46.18 49.82 
21. Mahindra & Mahindra 38.58 N.A. -
22. Mangaldas Jeysinghbhai 9.73 3.19 32.79 
23. Mangaldaa- Parekh 12.70 .46 3.62 
24. Modi 19.38 6.38 32.72 
25. Murugappa Chettiar 20.06 16.80 
(aontd.) 
83.75 
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Table 14 Contd. 
(1) (2; (3) (4) 
26. Naidu, G .V . 26.41 18.14 68.78 
27. Naidu, V.R. 21.55 19.90 88.17 
28. Nowrosjee Wadia 20.56 18.99 92.36 
29. Podar 14.28 6.68 46.78 
30. Ruia 22.40 5.54 24.73 
31. Sahu Jain 58.75 18.07 30.76 
32. S arabhai 56.71 47.33 83.46 
33. Scindia S team Navigation 55.98 1.30 2.32 
34. Seshaaayee 32.72 20.43 • 62.44 
35. Shaporji Pallonji 26.35 8.69 32.98 
36. Shriram '74.13 59.46 '80.21 
37. Shriyan Prasad Jain 13.99 9.02 65.76 
38. Soorajmull Nagarmull 95,62 20.85' - 21.80 
39. Srivastava, J . P . N.A, .17 ' -
40. T.Y.S. Iyenger 43.83 8.46 19.30 
41. Talukdar Law 5.59 N.-A.- • -
42. Tata 505 . 36- , 367.14 72.65 
43. Thackersey 17.19 - 7.24 42.12 
44. Thapar 98.30.. 43.42 53.80 
45. V . Ramakrishna 18.78., .82 '4.37 
46. Vissanji 14.99, 2.86 19.08 
47. Walohand 81.11 , 43.85 53.80 
Note : N.A. means not available. 
Source : Sane as Table 8. 
39 i-
TABIE 12 
i m c , iaszdazfi 
Range of 
Collaborations 
(1) 
Ifamber of 
Housea 
Names, of the 
Houaea 
(2) (3) 
0 
1 - 5 
6 - 1 0 
1 1 - 2 0 
2 1 - 3 0 
31 - 40 
41 - 80 
81 - 90 
91 -100 
Above 100 
5 
15 
10 
1-? 
5 Mahindra, Walchand, Bajaj, J . K . , 
Seahasayee 
Kirloskar, Thapar, Soorajmull-
Nagarmull 
1 Tata 
1 Birla 
Source : Same aa Table 8 
•Ml* 
TABIE 15 RANKING OF INDIAN BUSINESS HOUSES ENIISTBD BY ILPIC 
ACCORDING- TO THE MIMBR OF COIMBORATIONS. 1057-76 
Rank Houses Number of % of (3) to.tatal 
Collaborations collaborations in 
Indian business 
houses 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 
1 Birla 148 ... 19.92 
2 Tata QZ 11.04 
3 Kirloskar 31 4.98 
4 Thapar 35 4.71 
5 Soorajmull Nagarmull 31 4.17 
6 Mahindra & Mahindra 30 4.04 
7 Walchand 28 3.77 
8 Bajaj 26 3.50 
9 J .K . 24 3.23 
10 Seshasayee 21 2.83 
11 Other Houses 281 37.81 
Total 743 100.00 
Source : Same as Table 8 . 
41 i-
BUSINESS 
HOUSES 
(1) 
OF COLLABORATION i^GBEEMENTS IN THE INDIAN 
AUSTRIA 
(2) 
^USTR*-
LIA 1EIGITJM 
CzfiCHO— 
CANA&* SLOVAK!* 
(3) (4) (5) (6) 
BENMuRK 
(7) 
1. Agarwal, R.K. 
2. Amin 
3. Bajaj 
4. Bangur 
5. Birla 
6. Chinai 
7. DaJjoia, J . 
8. Goenka 
9. Indra Singh 
10. J . K . 
11. Jatia, G.D. 
12. Kamani 
13. Kanoria, B. 
14. Kanoria, R.K. 
15. Kasturbhai Lalbhai 
|6. Khatau 
17. Kilaohand Tulsidaa 
18. Kirloakar 
19. Kothaxt* B.C. 
>0. Mafatlal 
!1. Mahifccfcra & Mahindra 
!2. Mangaldas Jeysingbhai 
'•3. Mangaldas Parekh 
54. Modi 
5 . Murygappa Chettiar 
6 . Naidu, G.V. 
7 . Naidu, V.R. 
FRoNCE 
(8) 
(Contd J 
Table U contd. 
42 : -
1. Agarwal, R.K. 
2 . Ainin. 
3 . Bajaj 
4 . Bangur 
5 . Birtd 
6. Chinai 
7 . Dalnia, J . 
8. Goenka 
9. India Singh 
10. J . K . 
11 . Jatiav G.D. 
12. Kamani 
13. Kanoria, B. 
14. Kanoria, R.K. 
FBG GDR HUNGARY 
(9) (10) (11) 
1 
5 
4 
1 
20 
1 
10 
ITuLY J^PAN NETHER* POLUND 
UNDS 
(12) (13) (14) (15) 
1 
4 
27 
15. Kasturbhai Lalbhai 
16. Khatau, , 
17. Kilachand Tulaidas 
13. Kirloskar 
19. Kothari, D .C. 
20. ilafatlal 
21. iiahindra & Mahindra 
22. uangaldas Jeyaingbhai 
23. Mangaldas Parekh 
2~r. ~odi 
25. ^iumgappa Chettiar 
26. Naidu, G .V . 
27. Naidu, V.R. 
1 
12 
contd... 
43 
Table 14 Contd. 
SUTLER-
IAND 
(17) 
1. .ogarwai, R.K. 
2. Aiain 1 
3. Bajaj 
4. Bangm*:; 1 
5 . Birla 14 
6. Chinai 
7 . Dalmia, J . 
8. Goenka 
9. Indra Singh 
10. J .K . 
11. Jatia, G«D« 
12. Kamani 3 
13. Kanoria, B. 1 
14. Kanoria, R.K. 
15. Kasturbhai Lalbhai 
16. Khatau 
17. Kilaohand Tulsidas 
18. Kirloskar 
19. Kothari, D .C . 
20. Mafatlal 2 
21. Mahindra & Mahindra 1 
22. Ma-nggLldto Jeysingbhai. 
23. Mang^ldas Parekh 
24. Modi 3 
25. Muragappa Chettiar 
26. Naidu, G.V. 11 
27. Naidu. V.R. 
U.K. 
(18) 
4 
9 
2 
28 
1 
6 
2 
1 
3 
3 
2 
1 
2 
6 
2 
12 
U.S .a . 
(19) 
3 
2 
3 
38 
1 
7 
1 
4 
1 
6 
13 
1 
1 
12 
U.S.S.R. 
(20) 
t o t a l 
(21) 
1 
17 
26 
9 
148 
2 
6 
14 
3 
24 
1 
11 
4 
2 
111 
18 
9 
71 
5 
12 
30 
1 
1 
11 
8 
15 
fi 
Contd.-
•Ml* 
Table 14 C0ntd. 
HOUSES 
(1) 
AUSTRIA 
( 2 ) 
28. Nowroajee Wadia 
29. Podar 
30. Ruia 
31. Sahu Jain 
32. Sarabhai 
33. Scincia Steam 
navigation 
34. Seshasayee 
35. Shapoorji Pallonji 
36. Shrirom 
37. Shriyan Prasad Jain 
38. Soorajmull IJagarmull 
39. Srivastava, J . P . 
40. T.VJ3. Iyengar 
41. Talukder Law 
42. Tata 
43* Thackersey 
44. Thapar 
45. V . Ramakrishna 
46. Vissanji 
47. Walehand 
AUSTRA- CZECHO- EEN-
U A BELGIUM CiUJADA SLOVAKIA MARK FRi 
(3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (i 
2 
Total 42 
Contd. 
28. Nowrosjee Wadia 
29. Podar 
30. Ruia 4 1 
31» S ahu J ain 3 1 
32. Sarabhai 4 1 
33. Scindia Steam 
Navigation 1 
34. Seshaaayee 3 2 3 
'35. Shapoprji Pallonji 2 1 1 
36, Shriram 2 2 4 2 
37. Shriyan Prasad Jain 1 3 
38. Soorajmull Nagaunull 2 3 
39. Sriva^tava, J . P . 1 
40. T.V.S. Iyengar 1 
41. Talukder Law 
42. Tata 9 2 4 1 3 
43. Thackersey 1 
44. Thapar 3 1 1 
45. V . Ramakrishna 3 
46. Vissanji 
47. Walchand 5 1 1 1 
.
J 
. . . .  
.  
. .  
.  
e 
LANDS 
(14) 
POLLAND SWEDEN 
(15) (16) 
Total 119 25 71 10 
Contd. • 
46 
Table 14 Contd. 
28. Nowroaoee Wadia 
29. Polar 
30. Ruia 
31. Schu Jain 
32. Sarabhai 
33. Scindia Steam 
Navigation 
34. Seshasayee 
35. Shapoorji Pallonji 
36. Shriram 
37. Shriyan Prasad Jain 
38. Soorajmull Nagarmull 
39. Srivastava, J . P . 
40. T.V.S. Iyengar 
41. Talukder Law 
42. Tata 
43. Thackersey 
44. Thapar 
45. V . Ramakrishna 
46. Visaanji 
47. Walchand 
SWlTZBRlAi€) 
(17) 
11 
1 
1 
4 
4 
2 
1 
13 
4 
2 
26 
3 
20 
1 
7 
U .K . , . . U.SJ4*.. 
(1.8), f (19).:, 
3 
1 
5 
1 
7 
26 
5 
2 
3 
U.S.S.R. TOOL 
(20) (2 i 
Total 58 189 174 743 
Source : Same as Table 8 . 
(51) 
JABlIE_1£ SHAES OF XSDIM BOSIHESS HOIBES EEGISffiBED Bi «RTP 
m 
Table 15 contd. 
( 1 ) *( 17) (18) (19) (20) (21) 
17. Kilchand Tulsidas 
18. Kirloskar 
19. Kothari, D.C. 
20. Mafatlal 
21. Mahindra & Mahindra 
22. Mangaldas Jeysinghbhai 
23. Mangaldas Parekh 
24. Modi 
25. ^rugatvpa Chettiar 
26. Naidu," G.V. 
27. Naidu, V. H. 
28. Ncwrosjee Tfedia 
29. podar 
30. Ruia 
31. % h u Jain 
32. Sarabhai 
33. Scindia Steam Navigation 
34. Seshasayee 
35. Shapoorji Pall on j i 
36. Shriram 
37. Shriyan Prasad Jain. 
38. Soorajmull ^agarmull 
39. Srivastava, J . P. 
40. ' T. V. S. Iyengar 
41. Talukdar Law 
42. Tata 
43. ^hackersey 
44. Thapar 
45. V. Ramakrishna 
46. Vissanji 
47. ^alchand 
Total 
5 
1 
5 
1 
10 
1 
13 
2 
3 
2 108 14 
• oration 
Note : The product classification of Oollaborati1 ~ ~ " J-AIG P I UUUW « „ , 
have not been categorised in the DGTD Hancr 
Source : Same as Table 8. 
4?t 9 i 
By tiie 
i ii j ixuvunmuux U1 li&iia , Jmjnupujjusa i i u j u j l u u u uuxu> u u ^ a w i m t of 
Justice/ Company Affairs, Ministry of Law,/S: Company Affairs, Financial Data 
for fee year 1974 of undertaking Registered under MRTP Act. 1969 
(As on December *31 >1976), New Delhi, (mimeographed). 
(50) 
T' (22) (23T (24) (25) " ( 2 6 ) (27") T28) (29) ~ (30) (31 ) 
28. No "wro j 
29. PoJar 
30. Ruia 
31. Schu v 
32. Sarabl 
33. Scind: 
46. Visaat 
34. Sesha: 1 
35. Shapo< 
36. Shrir; 1 1 
37. Shriy ^ 2 
38. Soora, 
39. Srivaj 
40. T.V.S 
41. Taluk< r 3 1 1 1 3 
42. Tata 1 
1 
43. Thacki 
44. Thapa: 
45. V . Rai 1 1 0 5 U T5* 
47. Walchon agreements could not be made, because they 
Ibook. 
Total 
(51) 
TABi IE 16 SHARE OF 111DIAN BUSINESS HOUSES REGISTERED BY MRTP 
IN THE TQTAfr C Q M ^ f f l Q N ( f f ^ ^ S E ) , 19^7-1^76 
Year: Total Collaborations in % of (3) 
Collaborations Indian Business Housea to (2) 
11} . (2) (3) (4) 
1957 53 7 13.21 
1958 49 9 N 
/ 
18.37 
1959 204 25 12.25 
1960 318 34 12.33 
1961 399 41 10.27 
1962 289 34 11.76 
1963 343 29 8.45 
1964 380 45 11.84 
1965 240 31 12.92 
1966 203 25 12.31 
1967 170 23 13.53 
1968 120 5 4.17 
1969 129 8 6.20 
1970 176 24 13.63 
1971 235 23 9.79 
1972 229 18 7.86 
1973 250 16 6.40 
1974 359 23 6.41 
1975 271 25 9*23 
1976 277 22 7 .94 
Total 4694 468 9.97 
Sourcos
J i ) Indian Inveatment Centre, List of Cases. Involving Collaboration 
bQtwqoft Vg&jpp. Firms AppynveA by thn g^aynment of India. 
during the Period 1957 to 1975 Now Delhi (mimeographed) 
ii ) Government of India, Ministry of Industrial Development.List of 
Foreign Technical/Financial Collaboration Cases approved Bv tho 
Government of India during 1974, 1975 and 1976,New Delhi, 
(mimeographed) • 
i i i ) Government of India , Monopolies Research Unit, Department of 
Justice/ Company Affairs, Ministry of Law,/& Company Affairs, Financial Data 
for "the year 1974 of undertaking Registered under MRTP Act. 1969 
(As on December '31,1976), Now Delhi, (mimeographed). 
(52) 
TABLE • 17 YEARWISE DISTRIBUTION OF THE COLLABORATION AGREEMENTS IN THE 
INDIAN BUSINESS HOUSES REGISTERED BY MRTP, 1957-1976. 
1 ^ 7 ? o r i f f i f f ? f / 1 * 1 ffi 
1. Bajaj 1 2 1 1 
2. Bangur 2 2 1 1 
3. Bhiwandiwala 
4. Birla 1 1 4 3 3 4 3 5 4 4 
5. Chowgule 1 1 1 
6. Godrej * 2 1 
7. Goenka 1 1 1 1 1 
8. Harbanslal Mdhotra 1 2 1 1 
9. J.K. 1 1 2 1 1 
10. Jarouria 
11. Armani 2 1 3 1 1 2 
12. Kapadia . 1 1 1 1 1 1 
13. Kasturbhai Lalbhai 1 2 1 1 2 
14. Khatau 2 1 1 1 1 2 
15. Kilachand Tulsidas 2 1 2 1 
16. Kirloskar 5 4 3 3 3 
17. Kothari 
18. Jfefatlal 1 1 1 1 2 
19. Mahindra and Mahindra 2 3 1 2 1 1 3 3 
20. Modi 1 
21. Mirugappa Chettiar 
22. NaicRi, G.V. 1 
23. Naidu, V. R. 
24. Novrrosjee wadia 2 
25. Oberoi ; " ' 7 
26. Prataplal Bhogilal 
27. R.N. Goenka -
28. Raunaq Singh 
29. Ruia 
1 1 1 1 
1 2 1 
1 2 1 1 1 1 
2 1 2 2 1 1 
1 
2 
Contd
( 53 ) 
Table 17 frm-M-
House 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 T O T a L , 
( r t ) f i d ) ( l O (17) (^R) (19 ) (PO) (?1) (??) 
1. Bajaj 1 3 1 11 
2. Bangur 6 
3. Bhiwandiwala -
4. Birla 4 2 1 4 2 1 2 49 
5. Cfcowgale 1 1 6 
6. Godrej 
-f t 3 
7. Goenlca 1 1 8 
8. Haibanslal Maihotra 1 1 7 
9. J.K. 1 3 2 4 1 2 1 21 
10. Jaipuria -
11. 
F 
Kamani 1 1 12 
12. Kapadia 1 7 
13. Kasturbhai Lalbhai 2 1 I 
-i • 14 
14. Khatau 1 1 1 2 2 1 16 
15. Kilaohand Tuisidas 3 9 
16. Kirloskar 1 3 1 1 2 4 1 1 1 33 
17. Kothari 1 1 2 
18. Mafatlal 1 8 
19. Mahindra and %hindra 3 1 1 1 1 1 25 
20. Modi 2 1 1 2 3 10 
21. Hiruga^T3a Chettiar 1 1 1 1 8 
22 i Naidu, G.V. 1 4 4 14 
23. Naidu, V.R. 1 6 
24. Ncwrosjee wadia 1 10 
25. Oberoi -
26. Prataplal Bhogilal 1 1 1 ia 
27. R.N. Goenka 
28. %unaq Singh 1 1 3 
29. Huia 
Contd. ... 2 
( 54 ) 
Table 17, Contr). 
House. 
Ci) 
50. $ahu Jain 
31. ^lgaocar 
32. Sarabhai 
33. Scindia 
34. Seshasayee 
35. Sri Ambica (Karballav 
Tas) 
36. Sriram 
37. a P. Jain 
38. Somaiya 
39. Soorajmull ^agarmull 
AO. TVS Iyengar 
4-1. Tata 
42. Thackersey 
43. Thapar 
44. Thiagaraja 
45. V. Raroakrishna 
46. V. S. Libido 
47. ^alchand 
JQ51 1958 1959 196Q_J^61J962 1965 1964 
(2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) ( l 0 ) ( l l ) ( l 2 
1 1 
1 
1 1 
3 2 
1 1 
1 
3 2 
1 
1 1 
Total 7 9 25 34 41 34 29 45 31 25 23 
°ontd. . . . 
( 55 ) 
frftjg 17 Cfflitfl. 
Hquge _ _ 1333 1969 1970. 1.971 1972 197"? 1.974 1975 1976 Tote 
(13) (14) (15) (16) (173 (18) (19) (20) (21 ) (22 
30. S&hu Jain 2 
31 • Salgaocar -
32, Sarabhai 1 1 7 
33. Sbindia 1 1 4 
34*. Seshasaye© -
35. Sri Ambica (%rt>allav Iks) 1 
36. SSriram 1 1 2 1 14 
37. S.P. Jain 3 
38* Soroaiya 1 6 
39. Soorajmull Nagarmull 3 
40. TVS Iyengar 1 1 8 
41. Tata ^ 1 1 4 1 1 4 2 47 
42. Thackersey 1 3 
43. Thapar 1 2 1 2 1 2 6 30 
' c 
44. Thiagaraja 
45. V. ^arakkrishna 1 1 11 
46. V.S. Itenmo 
47. Walchand " 1 1 3 1 27 
Total 5 8 24 23 18 16 23 25 22 468 
Source Same as Table 16. 
( 56 ) 
T^BIE 18 DISTRIBUTION OF TOTAL NUMffiR OF CQLLA.BORa.TXON AGREEMENTS IN 
COMPANIES UNDER INDIAN BUSINESS HOUSES. REGISTERED BY MRTP 
1957-1376 
Total Number Total Number % of (3) Total 
of Companies of Companies to (2) Number of 
House Registered under Foreign Collabora-
under the Collaborations tions 
houses 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
1 . Bajaj 27 5 18.52 11 
2. Baugur 43. 5 11.63 6 
3. Bhiwandi wala 10 Nil - Nil 
4 . Birla 69 17 24.64 49 
5 . Chowgule 20 3 15.00 6 
6, Godrej 3 1 33.33 3 
7 . Goenka 6 2 33.33 8 
8 . Harbanalal Malhotra 10 2 20.00 7 
9. J . K . 34 9 26.47 21 
10. Jaipuria 2 Nil - Nil 
11. Kanani 24 8 33.33 12 
12. Kapadia 13 3 23.08 7 
13. Ka&turbhai Lalbhai 20 5 25.00 14 
14, Khatau 46 6 13.04 16 
15. Kilachand Tulsidas 13 3 23.08 9 
16. Kirloskar 15 6 40.00 33 
17. Kothari 4 2 50.00 2 
18. Mafatlal 19 5 31.58 8 
19. Mahindra & M&indra 13 9 69.23 25 
20. Modi 11 3 27.27 10 
21. Murugappa Chettiar 12 5 41.67 8 
22. Naidu, G.V. 14 3 21.43 14 
23. Naidu, V .R . 7 2 28.57 6 I 
24. Nowrosjea Wadia 8 4 50.00 10 
(Contd.) 
( 57 ) 
(1) • (2) (3) (4) / (5) 
25'. Oberoi 12 Nil — Nil 
26. Prataplal Bhogilal 11 3 27.27 1 2 
27. R.N. Goenka 7 Nil - Nil 
28. Raunaq Singh 9 1 11.11 3 
29. Ruia 7 1 14.29 2 
30. Sahu Jain 1 ] 100.00 2 
31. S algao car 14 Nil - Nil 
32. Sarabhai 13 . 4 30,77 7 
33. Scindia- 3 1 33.33 4 
34. Seahasayee 1 Nil - Nil 
35. Sri Ambica (Harballav 
Das) 11 1 9 . 0 9 1 
36. Shriraa 14 6 42.86 14. 
37. S . P . Jain 14 2 14.29 3 
38. Sonaiy a 9 3 33.33 6 
39. , Soorajmull Nagamull 9 2 22.22. 3 
40. T .V .a . Iyengar 19 4 21.05 8 
41. Tata 27 12 44.44 47 
42. Thackersey 7 1 14.29 3 
43. Thapar 36 10 27.78 30 
44. Thiagaraja ' 3 1 'Nil - Nil 
45. Y . Rainakrishna 8 1 12.50 11 
46. V . S . Dempor 13 Nil - Nil 
47. Walchand 20 5 25.00 27 
Total • 468 
Source : Same as Table 16 
( 58 ) 
TABIE 19 SHAKE OF THE ASSETS OF THE COMPANIES WITH FOREIGN COLLABORATION^ 
IN" THE TOTAL ASSETS OF THE HOUSES. REGISTERED BY i-,iRTPf 1974 
H O U S B S Total Assets of Assets of the firms # of ( 3 ) 
The Houses with Foreign to (2) 
(Collaboration 
( in crores) Us, in crores) 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 
1 • Bajaj 9064.2 (23) 4213,4 (5) , 46.48 
2 . Bangur 16426.1 43) 37 99.0 (5) 23.13 
3. Birla 72935.9 69) 31055.5 17) 42.58 
4 . Chowgule 3081.6 16) 1620.1 3) 52.57 
5 . Godrej 5401 .4 3 ) 3133.1 1 ) 58.00 
6 . Goenka 3348.5 6 ) 1330.5 2 ) 39.73 
7 . Harbanslal Malhotra 729.1 5 ) 550.6 2 ) 75.51 
8 . J . K . 17636.0 29) 9055 .3 9 ) 51.34 
9. Kamani \ 6276.9 15) 5930.7 7 ) 94.48 
10. Kapadia 6045.7 12) 3924.5 3 ) 64.91 
11. Kasturbhai Lalbhai 10055.1 15) 4289.9 5 ) 42.66 
12. Khatau 10796.8 57) 8143.9 5 ) 75.43 
13. Kilachand 3629.9 12) 3130.6 3 ) 86.24 
14. Kirloskar 11327 .9 15) 9119.0 6 ) 80.50 
15. Kothari 2774.0 4 ) 1654.0 2 ) 59.62 
16. Mafatlal 23298.5 13) 12339.6 5 ) 52.96 
17. Mahindra & Mahindra 9810.3 13) 9717.7 9 ) 99.05 
18. Modi 9257.6 9 ) 6685.9 3 ) 72.38 
19. Murugappa Chettiar 4042.8 10) 3195.3 4 ) 79.04 
20. Naidu, G .V . 6070.7 12) 4154.2 3 ) 68.43 
21. Naidu V.R. 2862.0 7 ) 2363.9 2 ) 82.60 
22. Nowrosjee Wadia 5345.7 8 ) 5211.1 4 ) 97.48 
23. Prataplal Bhogilal 2936.9 8 ) 2575.0 2 ) 87.68 
24. Raunaq Singh 1992.0 7 ) 1446.0 1 ) 72.59 
25. Ruia 61.0 6 ) 3.2 1 ) 5 .24 
26. Sahu Jain 2195.9 1 ) 2195.9 1) 100.00 
Contd 
( 59 ) 
Table 13 CnntrL 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 
27. Sarabhai 10521.0 (12) 8217.2. (4 ) 78 .10 
28. Soindia 15132.6 ( 3) 204.5 (1 ) 1.35 
29. Shriram 14408.9 (14) 13006.8 (6 ) 90.27 
30. S . P . Jain 3698.7 (12) 2878.3 (2 ) 77 .82 
31. Somaiya 2493.6 (6 ) 2314.5 ( 3 ) 92.82 
32. Soorajmull Nagarmull 4625.2 ( 9 ) 581 .2 ( 8 ) 12.56 
33. T .V .S . Iyengar 9426.4 (17) 3593.5 (4 ) 38.12 
34. Tata 73311.3 (27) 59125.2 (12) 80.65 
35. Thackersey 2111.0 (4 ) 490.0 (1 ) 23.21 
36. Thapar 16755.8 (34) 12139.8 (10) 72.45 
37. V . Ramakrishna 3520.2 ( 8 ) 2245.2 (1 ) 63 .60 
38. Walcband 12184.4 (20) 6209.0 (5 ) 50.96 
Note Figurea in brackets, show the number of firms to -which the 
value of assets relate, as -foe data of all the firms were 
not available. 
Source Same as Table 16. 
( 60 ) 
Table 20 FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF THE COLLABORATION AGREEmNTS 
IN THE INDIAN BUSINESS HOUSES, REGISTERED BY MRTP. 1957-1976 
Range of Number of Names of the 
Collaborations Houses Houses 
(1) (2) (3) 
0 8 
1 - 5 10 
6 - 1 0 14 
1 1 - 2 0 8 
2 1 - 4 J.K. , Mahindra & Mahindra, "folchand, 
Thapar 
- 40 i Kirloskar 
4 1 - 5 0 2 Birla, Tata 
47 
( 61 ) 
RANKING ACCORDING TO THE NUMBER OF COLLABORATION AGRE&MTS 
OF THE INDIAN BUSINESS HQPS3S. REGISTERED BY MRTP. 
House Number of % of (3) to total collaborations in 
collaboration Indian business houses 
agreements 
(3) uT 
Birla 49 10.47 
Tata 47 10.04 
Kirloskar 53 7.05 
Thapar 50 6.42 
tfalchaod 27 5.77 
Ifahindra 25 5.34 
J.K. 4.49 
Khatau 16 3.42 
Kasturthai 14 2.99 
Naidu G.V. 14 2.99 
*>tber Houses 192 41.02 
Total 468 
Source : Sine as Table 16. 
100.00 
( 62 ) 
TABLE 22 COTTNTRYWISS DISTRIBUTION OF COLLABORATION AGREEMENTS IN THE 
' ™ INDIAN BUSINSS.S HOU 5 j ..RgGjSTEREp, BY I p T f , 1957-J97fi 
Houses 
( 1 ) 
AUSTRIA AUSTRA. BELGIUM CANADA CZECHCL DENMARK FRANCE FR& 
LIA W SLOVAKIA 
{2) vrr I T ) ( 5 ) • - • ( 6 ) F ) W ) (9) 
1. B a j a j 
2. Bangur 
3. Birla 
4. Chowgule 
5. Godrej 
6. G0enka 
7. Harbanslal %lhotra 
8 . J • K# 
9. Kamani 
10. Kapadla 
11. Kasturbhai Lalbhai 
12. Khatau 
13. Kilchand Tulsidas 
14. Kirloskar 
15. Kotharf. 
16. Mafatlal 
17. Mahindra & Mahindra 
18. Modi 
19. %ruga-DT)a Chettiar 
20. Naidu, G.V. 
21. Naidu, V. R. 
22. Nowrosjee wad±a 
23. T3rataplal Bhogilal 
24. Raunaq .Singh 
25. Ruia 
26. %hu Jain 
27. Sarabhai 
28. Scindia 
29. Sri Imbica >• 
(Harballav Dis) 
30. Sriram 
31. S. P. Jain . 
32. Soroaiya 
33. Soorajmull "agarfljull--
34. T.v. S. Iyengar 
35. Tata 
36. Thackersey 
37. Thapar 
38. V. Ramakri shna 
39 . Walchand 
Total 
1 
3 
3 
1 
2 
6 
11 
1 
1 
4 
3 
1 
2 
10 
13 
6 
2 
1 
1 
1 
2 6 
1 2 
4 3 
_ i 
1 2 a 
Contd • • • 
flftle ZZ 
( 63 ) 
GDR ITALY JAPAN NETHERLANDS SRSfiEN SV7IT2ERLAND 
HOUSES 
(1) 
(10) (11) T i l ) (13) (14) — ' ( 1 5 ) 
1. B*jaj 1 2 
2. Bangur 1 
3. Birla 3 4 6 
4. Chowgule 1 
5. Godrej 1 
6. Goenka 1 
7. Haibanslal %lhotra 1 
8. J.K. 3 1 
9. Kamani 1 3 
10. Kapadia 1 
11. Kasturbhai Lalbhai 3 5 1 
12. Khatau 1 1 
13. Kilchand Tulsidas 1 
14. Kirloskar 4 3 1 
15. Kothari 2 
16. Mafatlal 2 
17. Mahindra and Mahindra 2 
18. Modi 2 3 
19. flhrugappa Chettiar 
20. Naidu, G.V. 2 11 
21. Naidu, V. R. 2 2 
22. Novrrosjee %dia 1 
23. Prataplal Bhogilal 3 
24. Iinunaq Singh 
25. Huia 1 
26. Sahu Jain 1 
27. ^rabhai 1 3 
28. Scindia 3 
29. ^ri Arabica (Harballav Ihs) 
30. ^lririm 2 2 1 
31. S.P. Jain 5 
32. Somaiya 4 
33. Soorajmull Nagarmull 
34. T.V.S. Iyengar 1 
35. Tata 3 1 1 2 
36. Thackersey 
37. Thapar 1 1 . 1 
38. V. Ramakrishna 
39. Falchand 1 * _ _ 2 
Total 2 19 37 11 4 '47 
Con tel. . . . . 
( 64 ) 
U.K.' U.S.A. YUGOSLAVIA T O T A L 
776) (77) (is) (19) 
1. Bajaj 5 2 11 
2. Bangur 1 3 6 
3. Birla 10 21 50 
4. Chowgule 1 1 6 
5. Godrej 1 3 
6. Goenka 2 5 8 
7. Harbanslal Malhotra 3 7 
8. J.K. 1 3 22 
9. Kamani 3 1 12 
10. Kapadia 4 3 8 
11. Kasturbhai ^ilbhai 2 3 14 
12. Xhatau 1 18 
13. Kilachand Tulsidas 2 6 9 
14. Kirloskar 6 12 33 < 
15. Kothari 2 
16. Mafatlal 3 2 9 
17. Mahindra and %hindra 9 12 26 
18. Modi 4 10 
19. i^irugapDa Chettiar 3 5 8 
20. -%idu, G.V. 14 
21. % i d u , V.fi. 1 6 
22. Nowrosjee ^adia 11 12 
23. Prataplal Bhogilal 3 3 14 
24. Raunaq 'Singh 1 1 3 
25. Ruia 1 2 
26. Sahu Jain 2 
27. Sarabhai 1 7 
28. Sbindia 4 
29. Sri Wbica (Harballav Bis) 1 
30. Siriram 2 6 15 
31. Jain 1 6 . 
32. Somaiya 6 -
33. Soorajraull ^agarmull 2 3 
34. T.V.S. Iyengar 4 3 8 . 
35. Tata 13 19 48 
36. Thackersey 2 1 3 
37. Thapar 16 4 30 .< 
38. V. Ramakri-hna 3 11 
39. walchand 7 3 27 
Total 1.15 ' 132 1 484 
Source ? Same, as Table 16. 
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George Roques 
27. ABANTI KUNDU Pattern of Organisation in Handloom Industry of 
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1 (•) i • •' • -
(?1? (??) (P4.J (?*) TTf>) (on\ f ? p ) (0Q) .j 
1. 
2. 
•4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9 . 
10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 
16. 
17. 
18. 
19. 
20. 
21. 
22. 1 
23. 2 1 3 1 
24. 
25. 
26. 3 
27. 
28. 
29. 4 
30 . 
31. 3 1 2 1 5 5 9 19 1 
32. 
1 
33. n -Agreements could not be made, because they have not been cate-
34. 
35. 
36. 
37. 
38. 
39. 
Source : Same.as ^able 16. 
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